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ABSTRACT: Cellulose ethers used as adhesives in heritage conservation treatments have been successfully identified by means 
of MALDI-TOF-MS, a technique non-previously applied for this purpose in cultural assets. This is of relevant importance for long-
term conservation, as discrimination among the diverse types of cellulose ethers that may have been applied to an asset during con-
servation treatments is essential in order to guarantee stability of artworks. The proposed method also allows discrimination among 
these adhesives spread on paper-based artworks, where cellulose ethers have been extensively utilized for many years, overcoming 
interferences usually occurred due to the cellulosic nature of both adhesive and support. Successful results have been obtained from 
mock ups and small samples of paper-based original artworks with usual low concentrations of adhesive. FTIR and NMR have been 




This research pursues the identification of cellulose ethers in heritage assets. On the one hand, this article intends 
to provide a method for the identification of the most commonly used cellulose ethers used nowadays or in the past 
in heritage conservation: CMC, EC, EHEC, HEC, HPC, MC, MHEC, MHPC. The method must be feasible to be 
performed in cultural assets. So, identification has to be feasible taking into consideration conservation guidelines 
and standards for sampling cultural assets. Besides, the method must be useful in the low concentrations usually 
encountered in heritage assets. Due to the wide use of cellulose ethers in conservation treatments of paper-based 
assets, the method ought to be suitable to identify the different types of cellulose ethers impregnated on paper 
supports, avoiding interferences caused by the similar nature of both materials in small and low concentrations 
when using other methods and techniques described in the literature hitherto. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Adhesives are present in cultural heritage either as original materials or as compounds added during conservation 
treatments. Their characterization is of extreme importance for broad knowledge and conservation of heritage as-
sets. Adhesives used along the years in these pieces are usually classified by its origin into natural, artificial and 
synthetic [1]. Natural adhesives are commonly divided into proteinaceous and vegetable-based substances. Both 
date back from ancient times and have remained relevant in conservation treatments to the present day. These 
adhesives are easily identified by spot tests or Fourier transform infrared spectroscopy (FTIR). Discrimination 
among different proteins or their diverse origin and sources has been performed by analysis of deoxyribonucleic 
acid (DNA) [2] and immunology techniques [3], peptide mass mapping [4], high performance liquid chromatog-
raphy coupled with electrospray ionization mass spectrometry (HPLC-ESI-MS) [5], matrix-assisted laser desorp-
tion/ionization time-of-flight mass spectrometry  (MALDI-TOF-MS) [6] or principal component analysis (PCA) 
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[7]. Characterization of different gums or mucilages is commonly performed by chromatographic techniques and 
electrophoresis [8]. Identification of dextrin or starch origin, manufacture process of these materials and paste prep-
aration methods has been carried out by X-ray crystallography [9] and optical microscopy [10, 11]. More recently 
starch ethers started to be evaluated for conservation purposes [12, 13, 14] and identification has been performed 
in other fields by FTIR, scanning electron microscopy (SEM), thermogravimetric analysis (TGA), and X-ray crys-
tallography [15] and pyrolysis gas chromatography mass spectrometry (Py-GC-MS) [16]. Artificially and syntheti-
cally produced adhesives appeared in the 19th and 20th century and have been used in heritage conservation treat-
ments from the second half of the 20th century. Synthetic polymers are commonly identified by FTIR, Py-GC-MS, 
direct temperature-resolved mass spectrometry (DTMS) [17], or nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) [18]. Cellu-
lose derivated adhesives - cellulose esters and ethers- are the most important artificially produced adhesives used 
in cultural heritage. Cellulose esters are no longer advised for conservation treatments. Identification have been 
successfully conducted by using FTIR with PCA [19], by analyzing its volatile organic components (VOC) emis-
sions with thermal desorption-gas chromatography coupled with mass spectrometry (TD-GC-MS) [20] or by near-
infrared hyperspectral imaging [21]. Conversely, cellulose ethers are very used nowadays by conservators either 
alone or in combination with starch and/or acrylic emulsions, in order to, among other possible reasons, acquire 
longer working times, modify viscosity or rheological properties, flexibility or penetration into supports [11, 22-
26].  
 
In general, cellulose ethers are water-soluble polymers with a cellulose backbone and ether containing substituents. 
They are produced by the chemical modification of cellulose with concentrated sodium hydroxide followed by 
reaction with one or more etherifying agents such as methyl chloride, ethyl chloride, ethylene oxide or propylene 
oxide.   
Ethers of cellulose were first synthesized by Wilhelm Suida in 1905 [27], but it was not until the 1920s that these 
were commercialized in Germany [28]. By the 1930s cellulose ethers were already available in the United States 
and after World War II they became well established [29]. From 1960 it is easy to find references of its use for 
conservation of graphic works [30-32] and other cultural assets [33, 34]. The different types of cellulose ethers have 
been very frequently used in treatments of paper-based artworks and documents from the last decades of the 20th 
century onwards [22-26, 35-40]. 
Identification of cellulose ethers in cultural heritage is of critical importance since some types commonly used in 
the past are not stable in the long term. From 1970 much work was done on the evaluation of these adhesives for 
conservation [41] and over the years, further research has been developed in this topic. Some studies indicate that 
some types of Methyl Cellulose (MC), Hydroxy Methyl Propyl Cellulose (HPMC), and Carboxy Methyl Cellulose 
(CMC) show good long-term stability with negligible weight loss or discoloration after artificial ageing [29, 42, 
43]. Nevertheless, these studies advise against other ethers used in the past such as Ethyl Cellulose (EC), Ethyl 
Hydroxy Ethyl Cellulose (EHEC) and Hydroxy Propyl Cellulose (HPC). However, other significant research found 
that some HPC-based adhesives artificially aged also remained stable [44, 45]. Presumably, discrepancies in the 
literature may be due to differences in the performed tests, possible deviations caused by diverse artificial ageing 
methods, or variations among all cellulose ethers available within each chemical family (chain length, manufacture 
processes, etc.).  
Against this background, it turns out to be essential to know the type of cellulose ether present in a cultural asset. 
However, too often this remains unknown. For many years the type of cellulose ether was not stated in the conser-
vation reports, where ethers appear under generic trade names without describing the specific type of cellulose 
ether, nor providing information about their basic characteristics and features.  
Probably this was due, among other reasons, to the fact that many local distributors did not use to supply the com-
plete information of cellulose ethers they were selling, i.e., chemical species of the ether of cellulose, manufacturer 
product, molecular weight, viscosity, ash content, degree of substitution, pH, mechanical properties, etc. In some 
countries this is still quite common nowadays. 
So, it is very common to find conservation reports indicating that some kind of cellulose ether was used with no 
further information on the type or its properties. In these cases, analyses are needed in order to understand the 
possible risks in the long-term caused by the adhesive.  
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Despite identification of cellulose ethers by MALDI-TOF has been described before [46-48] this procedure has not 
been applied to the characterization of these compounds in paper-based artworks yet.  Although there are several 
cases of characterization of cellulose ethers in cultural heritage via FTIR [49-52], wide-angle X-ray scattering 
(WAXD), TGA / differential thermal analysis (DTA), and differential scanning calorimetry (DSC) [53] the identi-
fication of low amounts of different types of cellulose ethers spread on cellulosic supports - with the resulting signal 
interference due to similar nature among adhesive and support-, has not been fully addressed yet.  
Recent research reports MALDI-TOF as a successful technique in the identification of MHEC on lined modern 
posters [54]. Moving forward along this path, in this research a method has been developed and different types of 
cellulose ethers commonly used in conservation have been successfully identified by MALDI-TOF-MS even when 
spread on paper supports. NMR and FTIR have been employed as complementary techniques to complete the iden-
tification. Identification has been successfully achieved both in mock-ups and in original paper-based artworks or 
archival documents. 
 
2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 This research focuses on the analysis and identification of eight cellulose ether types most used in conservation of 
cultural heritage: CMC, EC, EHEC, HEC, HPC, MC, MHEC, and MHPC. Within these typologies, twenty cellulose 
ethers manufactured by producers providing most conservation suppliers have been selected for analysis. The se-
lection is listed in Table 1.   
Samples of all adhesives were taken directly as provided by the manufacturer (labelled samples A) and samples of 
paper Whatman®#1 impregnated with prepared adhesives (labelled samples B) were performed for analysis. In 
samples B, adhesives were prepared according to the manufacturers indications. All cellulose ethers except Ethocel 
Standard 10 and Ethocel Standard 100 were prepared at 2% (weight/volume) in MilliQ water. Once powdered 
adhesives had been dispersed in one third of the water volume at 100ºC, the rest of the water was added as ice, at 
0ºC, to reach dissolution of the adhesive. Ethocel™ Standard 10 and Ethocel Standard 100 were prepared, as indi-
cated by the manufacturer, at 2%(weight/volume) in ethanol and in isopropanol: toluene (10:90), respectively. All 
the adhesives were spread on Whatman#1 papers by using the 100microns groove of a Cube Film Applicator Sheen 
6SH 11030P.  
The identification method has been also conducted on 
two historic paper-based documents.  
The first document, referred to as Document 1 is the 21st 
page of a copy from the newspaper La Vanguardia, re-
leased on 17th November 1951. The support is made of 
mechanical-chemical pulping mixture with medium lig-
nin content and it measures 15 in x 20.2 in size, 14μm 
thick, 75g/m2 grammage. It is a machine made paper 
without watermark. According to the conservation re-
port, MC had been used to consolidate the margins in 
2003. 
The second document, referred to as Document 2, is a 
photomechanical reproduction of the engraving exe-
cuted by German Audran (1631 - 1710) included as a 
frontispice in the first volume of Laurentius Beyerlinck 
poliantea “Magnum theatrum vitae humanae: hoc est, re-
rum divinarum, humanarum que syntagma catholicum, 
philosophicum, historicum, et dogmaticum. Ad normam 
polyantheae universalis dispositum”, published in Lyon 
in 1666.  The printing characteristics of this reproduction 
denote that it probably dates from the first half of the 
20th century. The carved appearance typical of burin 
work in engravings has been partly lost as the reproduction was developed by etching through a light sensitised 
Cellulose Ether Commercial Adhesive 
CMC 
Blanose™ 7H3SF H 
Blanose™ 7MF 
EC 
Ethocel™ Standard 10    
Ethocel™ Standard 100 
EHEC 
Bermocoll E 270FQ 




















Table 1. Commercially available cellulose ethers se-
lected for the study. 
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plate. Besides, the typical variable height of the ink lines in engravings is not noticeable in this print, because acid 
bite produced lines of the same height in the matrix. The paper support measures 14 in x 8.7 in size, 22μm thick, 
130g/m2 grammage and it consists of a laid handmade rag paper without watermark. Some conservation treatments 
had been carried out in this asset in 2003, including mechanical cleaning, washing, resizing and filling of losses. 
According to the conservation report, HPC had been used in the two latter treatments. 
MALDI-TOF-MS experiments were performed using a 4800 MALDI TOF/TOF (ABSCIEX) instrument with a 
Nd:YAG Laser that operates at 355nm. Mass spectra were acquired in reflector mode. For all samples mass spectra 
were acquired in positive ion mode except for CMC that was acquired in negative ion mode. 
2,5-Dihydroxybenzoic acid (DHB) was used as matrix. DHB was dissolved in a concentration of 10g/L in 
H2O/MeOH (1:1, v/v) or in CHCl3:CH3CN (1:1, v/v) according to the solubility of the cellulose. The matrix and 
depolymerized cellulose solutions were mixed 1:1 (v/v). A portion (1µL) of the mixture was deposited on a MALDI 
sample plate and it was air dried previous to the analysis. 
Partial depolymerization of the cellulose ethers was necessary in order to obtain material in a suitable mass range, 
i.e. less than 5KDa, for chemical characterization of cellulose derivatives. Acidic depolymerization was performed 
according to the method described in the literature [55] with some modifications.  
For the A samples 10mg of the dry sample were dissolved in 1mL of aqueous trifluoroacetic acid (TFA, 2M) or in 
1mL CHCl3 (TFA 2M) according to the solubility of the cellulose. The solution was heated to 75ºC in an ultrasonic 
bath for 1h and left to cool to ambient temperature before used for MALDI analysis without further purification. 
For the B samples 50µL of aqueous trifluoroacetic acid (TFA, 2M) or CHCl3 (TFA 2M) according to the solubility 
of the cellulose, were added to a piece of 5mm2 of sample in an Eppendorf vial. The mixture was heated to 75ºC in 
an ultrasonic bath for 1h and left to cool to ambient temperature. The resulting suspension was then centrifuged 
(6000rpm, 2min) and the supernatant collected. The solvent was evaporated under a stream of nitrogen and the 
residue was redissolved in 3-5µL of MeOH or CHCl3 according to the solubility of the cellulose, before used by 
MALDI analysis. 
This method was replicated for analyzing original samples of Document 1 and Document 2. 
Micro-FTIR in the transmition mode was used in order to identify CMC. Samples A did not need preparation. The 
adhesive was extracted from samples B as described above and was tested with an IR-Plan Spectra Tech microscope 
coupled with an infrared spectrometer Fourier Bomem MB-120 working from 700to 5000 cm-1  with a maximum 
1 cm-1 resolution. 
NMR was used in order to discriminate between MHPC and MHEC, as these were not easily distinguished with 
MALDI-TOF-MS in all cases. Identification of powdered MHPC and MHEC (A samples) was performed adding 
20mL of chlorhidric acid 0,1M to 11mg of each cellulose ether. For analysis of B samples, 20mL of chlorhidric  
acid 0,1M  were added to a piece of 5mm2 of paper impregnated with MHPC and MHEC. In both cases the prepa-
ration was kept at 25ºC for 48h. Finally, all the samples were introduced in the ultrasonic bath for 0,5h. The solutions 
were analyzed by NMR. The 1H NMR spectra were recorded at 25ºC in heavy water (D2O) using a Varian INOVA 
500 NMR spectrometer for the samples A and a Bruker Avance 600 NMR spectrometer for the samples B.  
 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
In this research, different types of cellulose ethers used in cultural heritage have been identified with the proposed 
method.  
Figure 1 show examples of MC, EC, HEC, HPC, EHEC successfully identified by MALDI-TOF-MS. In these 
spectra groups of signals corresponding to different units of glucose are identified with differences m/z 14Da, 28Da, 
44Da, 58Da, resulting from fragmentation of substituent groups in the different types of cellulose ethers.   
The proposed method is suitable to identify among these types of cellulose ethers even when these are impregnated 




Figure 1. Examples of MALDI-TOF-MS spectra for Samples A. Mass differences pointed out in every trace confirm the 
nature of the cellulose ethers: 1a) Methocel A4M (MC), Δm=14 (Methyl group); 1b) Ethocel Standard 10 (EC), Δm=28 
(Ethyl group); 1c) Natrosol 250LR (HEC), Δm=44 (Hydroxyethyl HE group) adjacent peaks (Δm=16) confirm the presence 
of –OH substituent from HE; 1d) Klucel G (HPC), Δm=58 (Hydroxypropyl HP group), adjacent peaks (Δm=16 and Δm=14) 
confirm the presence of –OH and Methyl substituents from HP ; 1e) Bermocoll E 270FQ (EHEC), Δm (reference peaks)=44 
(Hydroxyethyl group) adjacent peaks (Δm=16 and Δm=28) confirm the presence of –OH and Ethyl groups. 
 
Figure 2. MALDI-TOF-MS spectra. Top: HEC adhesive Natrosol 250LR. Above: powdered adhesive (A samples). Below: 
adhesive impregnated in Whatman#1 paper (B samples). Bottom: MC adhesive Methocel A4M. Above: powdered adhesive (A 
samples). Below: adhesive impregnated in Whatman#1 paper (B samples).  
In some cases characterization of CMC has not been possible with a reduced amount of sample (bellow 10mg). 
Detection of MHEC and MHPC is possible by MALDI-TOF-MS but it has been noted that their spectra are quite 
similar resulting in difficult identification (see Figure 3). Figure 4 shows a diagram with a proposed procedure for 






Figure 3. MALDI-TOF-MS spectra of MHEC adhesive Tylose MH 300P (above) and MHPC  Methocel E4M  (below).  
 
 
Figure 4. Proposed MALDI-TOF-MS method for the identification of cellulose ethers used in conservation treatments, even 
when these have been spread on paper-based supports. 
 
FTIR analyses were performed in order to identify CMC. Absorbance of the carbonyl group has been used as an 
indicator of CMC because none of the other cellulose ethers used in conservation contains this substituent. The 
high response of this group in the infrared region allows detection of this adhesive at low concentrations. 
Samples A (ground adhesive) of two different CMC were identified by FTIR (Figure 5). Carbonyl band visible at 
1597cm-1 indicates presence of CMC in Blanose 7H3SF H and Blanose 7MF. 



























































Figure 5. FTIR spectra of powdered CMC adhesive Blanose 7H3SF H and Blanose 7MF (A samples).  
 
FTIR analysis were also performed on a selection of B samples (paper Whatman#1 impregnated with prepared 
adhesives). Extracts of B samples that had been prepared for MALDI-TOF-MS analyses were used to conduct FTIR 
in the transmission mode. In Figure 6, the carbonyl band visible at 1597cm-1 points out the presence of CMC in the 
extract of a Whatman paper impregnated of Blanose 7H3SF. In this chart, extract obtained from a Whatman paper 
impregnated of Methocel A4M shows the absence of response around 1600cm-1, as it does not contain carbonyl 
groups. 
 
Figure 6. FTIR spectra of CMC adhesive Blanose 7H3SF and MC adhesive Methocel, both impregnated on paper (B samples).  
 
NMR analyses have been useful in order to clearly distinguish among MHEC and MHPC. Figure 7 shows samples 
A (ground adhesive) NMR spectra of Tylose MH 300P and Methocel E4M that are easily differentiated. Samples 
B (prepared adhesives spread on cellulosic support) of these same products have been also successfully distin-





Figure 7.  NMR spectra of MHEC adhesive Tylose MH 300P (above) and MHPC adhesive Methocel E4M (below). 
 
Figure 8.  NMR spectra. Top: MHEC adhesive Tylose MH 300P on paper (B samples) and powdered adhesive (A samples), 
above and below, respectively. Bottom: MHPC adhesive Methocel E4M on paper (B samples) and powdered adhesive (A 





The proposed method for the identification of cellulose ethers in cultural heritage assets has been applied to two 
historical paper-based works, a newspaper and a chalcographic print, both from the mid-20th century. As shown in 
Figure 9, MC has been identified in Document 1. In Document 2 HPC was clearly characterized as it can be ob-
served in Figure 10.  
 
 
Figure 9. MC is clearly identified in Document 1. Differences of 14 Da are indicative for the presence of methyl substituents. 
 
 
Figure 10. HPC is clearly identified in Document 2. Differences of 58 Da are indicative for the presence of hydroxypropyl 





4. CONCLUSIONS   
MALDI-TOF-MS has proved to be a useful technique to distinguish the majority of the cellulose ether species used 
nowadays or in the past in heritage conservation: CMC, EC, EHEC, HEC, HPC, MC, MHEC, and MHPC. This is 
of special relevance given that in the last years the use of some cellulose ethers commonly applied in the past have 
been discouraged for conservation purposes. The proposed method can be used to identify damaging cellulose 
ethers on artworks, offering the chance to undertake actions which would guarantee long-term conservation. 
Although characterization of some cellulose ethers by MALDI-TOF-MS had been described before in analytical 
chemistry contexts, the technique had not been applied to enhance knowledge of these materials in cultural heritage 
before. The article describes a method to successfully discriminate the different types of cellulose ethers feasible to 
be performed in cultural assets with regards to standards for sampling artworks and low concentrations usually 
encountered in heritage objects. The method is also suitable to be performed in paper-based assets where cellulose 
ethers have been impregnated into the support. The proposed procedure allows extraction of cellulose ethers from 
small samples of paper with low concentrations of these adhesives avoiding cellulose residues. This physical sep-
aration prior to conducting analysis provides concise results circumventing interferences caused by the similar 
nature of both materials in small and low concentrations when using other methods and techniques described in the 
literature hitherto. This is especially important in view of the wide use of cellulose ethers in conservation treatments 
of paper-based artworks where the type of cellulose ether applied in the past remains unknown and therefore, the 
long-term conservation is currently uncertain. 
 
5. FUNDING  




[1] Henry, Walter, et al. 1988. Sizing/resizing. Chap. 17 in Paper Conservation Catalog. Washington D.C.: Amer-
ican Institute for Conservation Book and Paper Group. http://cool.conservation-us.org/coolaic/bpg/pcc/17_sizing-
resizing.pdf 
[2] Eriksen, A. M., Kristensen, H. V., Bøllingtoft, P., Botfeldt, K. B., & Redsted Rasmussen, A. (2014). Identifica-
tion of animal adhesives using DNA amplification. International Journal of Conservation Science, 5(3), 369-378. 
[3] Cartechini, L., Vagnini, M., Palmieri, M., Pitzurra, L., Mello, T., Mazurek, J., & Chiari, G. (2010). Immunode-
tection of proteins in ancient paint media. Accounts of chemical research, 43(6), 867-876. 
[4] Kuckova, S., Hynek, R., & Kodicek, M. (2009). Application of peptide mass mapping on proteins in historical 
mortars. Journal of Cultural Heritage, 10(2), 244-247. 
[5] Fremout, W., Dhaenens, M., Saverwyns, S., Sanyova, J., Vandenabeele, P., Deforce, D., & Moens, L. (2010). 
Tryptic peptide analysis of protein binders in works of art by liquid chromatography–tandem mass spectrome-
try. Analytica chimica acta, 658(2), 156-162. 
[6] Kuckova, S., Schultz, J., Veiga, R., Murta, E., & Sandu, I. C. A. (2015). Proteomics Tools For The Contempo-
rary Identification Of Proteinaceous Binders In Gilded Samples. International Journal of Conservation Science, 6. 
[7] Fremout, W., Kuckova, S., Crhova, M., Sanyova, J., Saverwyns, S., Hynek, R., ... & Moens, L. (2011). Classi-
fication of protein binders in artist's paints by matrix‐assisted laser desorption/ionisation time‐of‐flight mass spec-
trometry: an evaluation of principal component analysis (PCA) and soft independent modelling of class analogy 
(SIMCA). Rapid communications in mass spectrometry, 25(11), 1631-1640. 
[8] Stuart, B. H. (2007). Analytical techniques in materials conservation. John Wiley & Sons. 
[9] http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/ma970075w. Waigh, T. A., Hopkinson, I., Donald, A. M., Butler, M. F., 
Heidelbach, F., & Riekel, C. (1997). Analysis of the native structure of starch granules with X-ray microfocus 




[10] Parra, E., & Marras, S. (2014). Detection of starch and organic dyestuffs as painting materials in a series of 
18th century paintings by Zacarías González Velázquez using a HPLC-DAD-QTOF system. Science, Technology 
and Cultural Heritage, 307. 
[11] Maitland, C.: Microscopy for Paper Conservation: Comparing Various Adhesives and Examining Wheat 
Starch Past Preparation Methods, The Book and Paper Group Annual., 29, 129-134, 2010 
[12] Pataki, A. (2009). Remoistenable tissue preparation and its practical aspects. Restaurator, 30(1-2), 51-69. 
[13] Güttler, S. (2008). Stärkeether in der Papierrestaurierung: Grundsätzliche Eigenschaften und Einsatzmöglich-
keiten der Hydroxyethylstärke Kollotex 1250. PapierRestaurierung, 9(1), 21-28. 
[14] Waltriny, I. (2003). Stärkeether in der Restaurierung: für die Konsolidierung einer matten, fragmentarisch 
erhaltenen Malschicht. Restauro: Zeitschrift für Kunsttechniken, Restaurierung und Museumsfragen, 109(8), 571-
574. 
[15] Xie, M., Duan, Y., Li, F., Wang, X., Cui, X., Bacha, U., ... & Zhao, Z. (2016). Preparation and characterization 
of Modified and Functional Starch (Hexadecyl Corboxymethyl Starch) Ether using reactive extrusion. Starch‐Stärke. 
[16] Tai, H., Powers, R. M., & Protzman, T. F. (1964). Determination of Hydroxyethyl Group in Hydroxyethyl Starch 
by Pyrolysis-Gas Chromatographic Technique. Analytical Chemistry, 36(1), 108-110. 
[17] Learner, T. (2004). Analysis of modern paints. Getty Publications. 
[18] Chiantore, O., Scalarone, D., & Learner, T. (2003). Characterization of artists' acrylic emulsion paints. Inter-
national Journal of Polymer Analysis and Characterization, 8(1), 67-82. 
[19] Mitchell, G., France, F., Nordon, A., Tang, P. L., & Gibson, L. T. (2013). Assessment of historical polymers 
using attenuated total reflectance-Fourier transform infra-red spectroscopy with principal component analysis. Her-
itage Science, 1(1), 1. 
 [20] Mitchell, G., Higgitt, C., & Gibson, L. T. (2014). Emissions from polymeric materials: Characterised by 
thermal desorption-gas chromatography. Polymer Degradation and Stability, 107, 328-340. 
[21] Cséfalvayová, L., Strlič, M., & Karjalainen, H. (2011). Quantitative NIR chemical imaging in heritage sci-
ence. Analytical chemistry, 83(13), 5101-5106. 
[22] Florian, M. L. E., Kronkright, D. P., & Norton, R. E. (1991). The conservation of artifacts made from plant 
materials. Getty Publications, pp 257. 
[23] BAKER, C,. 2007, Sodium Carboxymethylcellulose (SCMC) Re-evaluated for Paper, Book, Papyrus and 
Parchment Conservation, AIC, The Book and Paper Group Annual, Volume 26. 
[24] Baker, C. A.; Studies in Conservation, 1984, 29 (1), 55-59. 
[25] Brückle, I. The Book and Paper Group Annual, 1996, 15, 25-26. 
[26] Wagner, S. S. (1996). Remoistenable tissue, Part II: variations on a theme. In The Book and Paper Group 
Annual: volume 15 (pp. 27-28). AIC. Book and Paper Group. 
[27] Suida, W. Monatsh. Chem. 1905, 26, 413–427. 
[28] Cellulose Ether. Conservation & Art Materials Encyclopedia. [Online]. Museum of Fine Arts Boston, Posted 
April 2013.  http://cameo.mfa.org/wiki/Cellulose_ether (accessed October 10, 2013).  
[29] Feller, R. L.; Wilt, M. Evaluation of Cellulose Ethers for Conservation; The Getty Conservation Institute: Los 
Angeles, 1990. 
[30] Santucci, L. Bollettino dell'istituto di patologia del libro. 1961, 3-4, 145-157. 
[31] Nyuksha, J.P. O sokhranenii bumagi, proizvedenii pechati i rukopisei, Saltykov, Shchedrin State Public Li-
brary. Leningrad. U.S.S.R, 1963, 5-42. 
[32] Raff, R. A. V.; Herrick, I. W.; Adams, M. F. Northwest science. 1966, 40 (1), 17-24. 




[34] Unterhofer, P.A. Oesterreichische zeitschrift fuer kunst und denkmalpflege, 1965, 45-47. 
[35] Shroud 1993,0118.1. The British Museum Collection Database. [Online]. The British Museum, Posted January 
1993.  www.britishmuseum.org/collection (accessed October 11, 2013). 
[36] Kite, M.; Thomson, R. Conservation of leather and related materials; Elsevier Butterworth-Heinemann: Ox-
ford, UK , 2006. 
[37] Pérégo, F. Art & métiers du livre. 1996, 197,  24-29. 
[38] Dwan, A; Meier-james, B;  Baker, C; Hamburg, D; Munn, J; Garlick, K; …Vitale, T. In Paper Conservation 
Catalog;  Hamburg, D; Walter, H., Ed.; The Book and Paper Group of the American Institute for Conservation of 
Historic and Artistic Works. Washington D.C, 1988. 
[39] Sundholm, F; Tahvanainen, M. Restaurator. International Journal for the Preservation of Library and Archival 
Material, 2003, 24 (1), 1-17. 
[40] Ravine S, P.; Indictor, N; Evetts, D. M. Restaurator. International Journal for the Preservation of Library and 
Archival Material, 1989, 10 (1), 32-46. 
[41] Phelan, W. H.; Baer, N. S.; Indictor, N. Bulletin of the American Group. International Institute for Conservation 
of Historic and Artistic Works, 1971, 11 (2), 58-75. 
[42] Shashoua, Y. In Starch and carbohydrate adhesives for use in textile conservation. Papers of one-day meeting, 
London, 2 November, 1994;  UKIC. Textile Section: London, 1994.  
[43] Masschelein-Kleiner, L., & Bergiers, E. (1984). Influence of adhesives on the conservation of textiles. Studies 
in Conservation, 29(sup1), 70-73. 
[44] Bicchieri, M. A. R. I. N. A., & Mucci, B. (1996). Hydroxypropyl cellulose and polyvinyl alcohol on paper as 
fixatives for pigments and dyes. Restaurator-Copenhagen, 17, 238-251. 
[45] Strnadova, J.; Durovic, M. Restaurator. International Journal for the Preservation of Library and Archival 
Material 1994, 15 (4), 220-241. 
[46] Mischnick, P; Wulff, N; Adden, R. Macromolecular Symposia Special Issue: Cellulose and Cellulose Deriv-
atives, 2005, 223 (1), 67–78. 
[47] Adden, R.; Müller, R.; Brinkmalm, G.; Ehrler, R.; Mischnick, P. Macromolecular Bioscience, 2006, 6 (6), 
435–444. 
[48] Richardson, S.; Andersson, T.; Brinkmalm, G.; Wittgren, B.; Anal. Chem., 2003, 75 (22), 6077–6083. 
[49] Ye,  D.  (2005)  Preparation  of  Methylcellulose  from  Annual  Plants.  PhD Thesis, Rovira i Virgili University, 
May 2005. 
[50] Bonet, M.; Quijada, C.; Cases, F. J. Anal. Sci. Spectrosc., 2004, 49 (4), 234-239. 
[51] Bonet, M.; Muñoz-Viñas, S.; Cases, F. Restaurator. International Journal for the Preservation of Library and 
Archival Material, 2007, 28 (1), 29-38. 
[52] Hermann, K. Studies in Conservation, 1960, 5 (2), 71–81. 
[53] Filho,G.R.;. Assunção, R.M.N.; Vieira, J. G.; Meireles, C.S.; Cerqueira, D. A.;  Barud,H. S.; Ribeiro, S.J.L.; 
Messaddeq,Y. Poly. Deg. Stab., 2007, 92 (2), 205-210. 
[54] Ruiz-Recasens, C.; Campo-Francés, G. Fernandez-Vidal, I. In Proceedings of the 18th International Meeting 
on Heritage Conservation, Granada, November 9-11, 2011; Lopez Montes, A.M;  Collado Montero, F.; Medina 
Florez, V.; Espejo Arias, T.; Garcia Bueno, A. Eds.; [Digital] 2001. 
[55] Momcilovic, D; Wittgren, B.; Wahlund, K.G.; Karlsson, J.; Brinkmalm, G. Rapid Commun. Mass Spectrom, 
2003, 17, 1107-1115. 
 
